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from Massachusetts (Mr. FRANK), said,
it appears that they know they can win
the vote, they just do not believe they
can win the debate. Time and again we
see that happening.

As severe as that problem is with re-
spect to closing down democracy in the
House, the changing and the corrupting
of the ethics process is far more severe
because our first obligation is to make
sure that Congress does, in fact, do its
business in an ethical fashion, not in a
corrupt fashion, and that Members of
Congress are held to an ethical stand-
ard that justifies their support by the
people of their districts.

———

WE MUST REPEAL PNTR WITH
CHINA

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Vermont (Mr. SANDERS) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Speaker, I am an-
nouncing today that along with 61 co-
sponsors, 45 Democrats and 16 Repub-
licans, I am introducing legislation
that will repeal Permanent Normal
Trade Relations, PNTR, with China.

Anyone who takes an objective look
at our trade policy with China must
conclude that it is an absolute failure
and needs to be fundamentally over-
hauled. There really can be no other
conclusion.

Today, as part of our overall record-
breaking $600 billion trade deficit, we
have an estimated $160 billion trade
deficit with China. Incredibly, this
trade deficit with China has increased
by 29 percent over the last year alone
and almost 50 percent since the passage
of PNTR in 2000.

Very few experts in this area doubt
that the trade deficit with China will
continue to escalate in the years
ahead. In industry after industry, cor-
porate America is shifting our manu-
facturing plants, our good-paying jobs
to China where desperate people are
forced to work for wages as low as 20
cents an hour. Anyone who went
Christmas shopping this year knows
that more and more products on the
shelves are made in China: toys, bicy-
cles, computers, televisions, shoes and
sneakers, all kind of clothing and hats,
telephone, furniture, auto parts and
even artificial Christmas decorations.
Ironically, the little American flags
that Members of Congress wave around
are often made in China.

In the last 4 years, the United States
has lost 2.7 million manufacturing jobs,
over 16 percent, of our entire manufac-
turing sector. In my own small State of
Vermont, we have lost 20 percent of our
manufacturing jobs during that period.
PNTR with China and our disastrous
trade policies in general are one of the
key reasons for that, but we should be
very aware that PNTR with China is
not only leading to the destruction of
traditional manufacturing and blue
collar jobs. It is leading to the loss of
millions of high-tech, information
technology jobs as well. These are the
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jobs that we were told would be there
for our kids and would secure them
with a place in the middle class.

The question that the American peo-
ple have to ask is why it is that cor-
porate America, with the active sup-
port of the President of the United
States and the congressional leader-
ship, is selling out the American people
and making China the economic super-
power of the 21st century. Not only is
China rapidly becoming the manufac-
turing center of the world; it is quickly
becoming the information technology
hub as well.

Andy Grove, the founder of Intel, pre-
dicted last year that the United States
will lose the bulk of its information
technology jobs to China and India
over the next decade. John Chambers,
the CEO of Cisco, was typical of many
high-tech leaders when he said, ‘‘China
will become the IT center of the world.
What we’re,” at Cisco, ‘“‘trying to do is
outline an entire strategy of becoming
a Chinese company.”’

At a time when poverty in America is
increasing, the gap between the rich
and the poor is growing wider and most
of the new jobs projected for the future
are low wage with minimal benefits,
the great economic struggle of our
time is whether the middle class of
America can be saved. Will we be a
country in which ordinary workers
have bright futures with good-paying
jobs and decent benefits, or will we
continue to move in an oligarchic di-
rection in which the rich get richer and
most everyone else gets poorer? To a
significant degree, the answer to that
question will depend on whether Con-
gress has the courage to make funda-
mental changes in our trade policy, in-
cluding PNTR with China.

The word has got to go out loud and
clear to companies like Wal-Mart, GE,
GM, IBM and dozens more, as well as
the U.S. Chamber of Commerce, that
they cannot keep sending America’s fu-
ture to China. Trade is a good thing,
but must be based on principles that
are fair to American workers. The U.S.
Congress can no longer allow corporate
America to sell out the middle class
and move our economy abroad.

It is not acceptable that Jeff Immelt
of General Electric, the CEO, says,
“When I am talking to GE managers, 1
talk China, China, China, China,
China.”

It is not acceptable that Thomas
Donahue, the CEO of the U.S. Chamber
of Commerce ‘‘urges’” American com-
panies to send jobs overseas.

It is not acceptable that Bill Gates,
the wealthiest man in America, tells us
that Communist authoritarian China
has created ‘‘a brand new form of cap-
italism, and as a consumer it’s the best
thing that ever happened.”

We need to repeal PNTR to China.

———

SOCIAL SECURITY
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from South Dakota (Ms.
HERSETH) is recognized for 5 minutes.
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Ms. HERSETH. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to discuss Social Security and
the current efforts to fundamentally
change the nature of this important re-
tirement security and collective insur-
ance program. I want to focus specifi-
cally on the impact of these efforts
with respect to younger workers.

For years, my generation has been
told that Social Security would not be
there for us when we reach retirement
age. We have been told that we are
fools to count on expected Social Secu-
rity benefits when planning for our
own retirement; and lately we have
been told that if we divert a portion of
our contributions into private accounts
it will somehow shore up Social Secu-
rity’s balance sheet while improving
the return on our investment.
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But those claims simply are not sup-
ported by the facts.

Make no mistake, the Social Secu-
rity program faces some challenges
over the next 50 to 75 years. There are
a number of proposals currently being
developed to try to address these prob-
lems while encouraging private sav-
ings. And I am committed to working
in a bipartisan manner to support
smart targeted solutions that are fis-
cally sound; that do not require slash-
ing of scheduled benefits; and that do
not add to the Federal deficit. But I
have serious concerns with any pro-
posal, including that of the administra-
tion, to privatize or establish personal
accounts within Social Security.

First, such proposals require substan-
tial mandatory benefit cuts to retirees;
and, second, they require massive
amounts of borrowing to finance the
transition costs, a fiscally irrespon-
sible plan at a time of record deficits.
Despite claims to the contrary, these
benefit cuts will be particularly signifi-
cant to younger Americans.

The Social Security System’s own
actuaries estimate that the average 48-
year-old will see his or her benefits re-
duced by 10 percent if the privatization
plan is implemented. The average 18-
year-old can expect a 33 percent, and
by some estimates a 40 percent, reduc-
tion in benefits by the time they retire
in 2052 with this risky privatization
plan. The average 28-year-old will see
his or her benefits reduced by 26 per-
cent.

As a member of our Nation’s younger
generation of workers, I know we can
do better, and I know that my genera-
tion and younger generations will not
be duped into believing that Social Se-
curity faces a crisis, especially as the
details of privatization plans and the
structuring of proposed private ac-
counts are made clearer.

Rather than slashing the benefits of
those who are at the beginning of their
careers, we should empower them to
take control of their retirement secu-
rity in order to enhance private sav-
ings and give them the tools to manage
their financial futures with confidence
and certainty. Rather than add tril-
lions to a growing national debt, a debt
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increasingly owned by foreign coun-
tries, we should act in a way that is fis-
cally responsible. And at a time when
it is harder to qualify for pension bene-
fits, Congress should undertake mean-
ingful pension reform rather than con-
tinuing to weaken the three-legged
stool of a solid and well-rounded retire-
ment plan.

Mr. Speaker, Congress needs to take
the long-term difficulties facing Social
Security seriously, but we must be fair
and comprehensive about our solu-
tions. It is irresponsible to characterize
Social Security’s fiscal situation as
one of imminent collapse. In order to
make good decisions about the future
of the program, we must engage in an
honest debate about the longer-term
problems facing Social Security, and
that includes a real and accurate ac-
counting of the cost of privatization as
we debate the budget over the upcom-
ing months.

The data on the proposals to pri-
vatize Social Security show that pri-
vate accounts do little to improve the
financial health of the program. In-
deed, the massive transition cost, an
estimated $1.4 trillion over the first 10
years and another $3.5 trillion over the
following decade, will hasten the date
of Social Security’s insolvency.

Importantly, even without changes,
without any changes, Social Security
will be able to pay full benefits for
nearly 40 years, according to the more
conservative estimates of Social Secu-
rity’s own actuaries. After that, Social
Security will continue to pay 75 to 85
percent of scheduled benefits. So,
clearly, younger workers and future
generations are not going to be inher-
iting a Social Security System that is
bankrupt.

I share the concern of many inde-
pendent commentators that efforts to
fix Social Security through privatiza-
tion will ultimately do more harm
than good. What we need is a broader
debate about real retirement security.
If we approach that debate with an
open mind and the resolve to strength-
en Social Security as well as enhance
opportunities for private savings, we
can ensure that generations of Ameri-
cans can look forward to spending the
best years of their lives without wor-
rying about how to pay for their basic
needs. Americans of all ages deserve
nothing less.

————
SOCIAL SECURITY

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
BARRETT of South Carolina). Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Georgia (Mr. SCOTT) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. SCOTT of Georgia. Mr. Speaker,
I want to spend just a few minutes
talking about these private accounts
and emphasizing two groups, young
people and African Americans.

I want to state first out that Presi-
dent Bush insists that he is under-
taking this drastic dismantling of So-
cial Security for the good of our young
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people. He wants Americans to believe
that private accounts are a great deal
and a good deal for those under age 55.
But the President is wrong. Privatizing
Social Security not only does not help;
it is a hindrance to the financial secu-
rity of young people for several rea-
sons.

First of all, these private accounts
will not be monies handed to young
people to invest as they see fit. Plans
will be chosen for the young people,
and these plans will be complex, com-
plicated; they will have certain restric-
tions and limits, and then there is that
troublesome annuity requirement.

All I say to young people across
America today is to look at this privat-
ization and examine it very, very care-
fully. I want young people to do some-
thing else. I hope that most young
Americans will think about how their
lives will change if their parents do not
have Social Security on which to rely.
In fact, without Social Security, their
parents will likely have to rely on
them for a portion of their income. And
caring for aging parents is difficult
enough for adult children without the
added burden of having to replace in-
come from promised Social Security
benefits, which will be lost due to the
President’s privatization plan.

As a senior Bush administration offi-
cial admitted last week, ‘‘Private per-
sonal accounts will do absolutely noth-
ing to fix Social Security’s fiscal prob-
lems.”

The President claims he will not cut
benefits for current retirees to fund his
proposal. He claims he will not raise
payroll taxes. Well, the only thing left
is to borrow the money, thereby in-
creasing the deficit, a deficit that will
have to be paid, of course, you guessed
it, by younger workers, the very group
that the President is saying he is try-
ing to help.

Another sad misrepresentation of the
President’s plan is his insistence that
young people will be able to invest
their money as they see fit. In reality,
the plan will only allow workers a
choice from among a handful of invest-
ment options, not the entire stock
market, and not as you see fit. If young
people believe they will have the abil-
ity to invest their payroll taxes in any
stock or mutual fund they choose, they
are wrong.

Once again, this plan is not what it
seems, and I hope the young people will
realize the problems inherent in the
privatization of Social Security. Look
for yourself. This may be a Trojan
horse.

Now, I want to say that I like Presi-
dent Bush personally. I have been one
of those few Democrats who have
worked with the President on many of
his proposals. But I have been recently
disturbed when President Bush said
that since black men die sooner than
whites, Social Security is a bad deal
for them and private accounts is a bet-
ter deal.

Well, I agree with Columnist Paul
Krugman, who noticed recently that
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President Bush has blatantly manipu-
lated the facts and made false asser-
tions, all in the hope of convincing Af-
rican Americans that this is a good
deal for us. The claim that black peo-
ple get a bad deal from Social Security
because of a shorter life expectancy is
wrong.

Mr. Bush’s use of this false argument
is doubly shameful. I do believe he is
getting some bad advice on this, be-
cause I know the President, and I know
that he is a decent person. But inad-
vertently, when he makes the claim
that Social Security is bad for black
people because they die younger, he is
exploiting the high black youth mor-
tality rate to promote this privatiza-
tion plan instead of trying to remove
the deep inequities that remain and
that black people face in our society.

The black population’s low life ex-
pectancy is largely due to high death
rates in childhood and young adult-
hood, before we even get started. The
childhood infancy mortality rate
among black people is three times the
national rate. We are there before we
even get started.

So when the President makes this
kind of statement, it is sort of like cut-
ting the legs out from under a man and
then condemning him for being a crip-
ple. We know that when African Amer-
ican men make it to 65, they collect
the same amount of benefits and they
live 14 or 15 years additionally, almost
up to the 16 years of white Americans.

In conclusion, I would just like to
say that Social Security is a good pro-
gram for all Americans. The Presi-
dent’s proposal to privatize the pro-
gram is not. Social Security gives peo-
ple with lower earning a greater return
on what they paid. I just want to say to
the American people to look very care-
fully and let us stand up for what is
right; let us stand up for what is good
about America. And what is right and
what is good for America is to
strengthen Social Security, not weak-
en it. And these private accounts will
weaken it.

—————

JOINT BAPTIST BOARD MEETING
POINTS OF AGREED ACTION

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. WATSON) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Ms. WATSON. Mr. Speaker, I think
at the beginning of Negro History
Month it is important to report on the
Joint Baptist Board Meeting that was
held January 24 to 27, 2005, where they
jointly, through their presidents, af-
firmed the following points of agreed
action that stem from the forum ses-
sions presented during that meeting.

They said: we call for an end to the
war in Iraq and withdrawal of U.S.
military personnel. The war in Iraq, de-
scribed by the Department of Defense
as Operation Iraqi Freedom, is a costly
and unnecessary military action begun
on grossly inaccurate, misconstrued, or
distorted intelligence against a nation
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